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REMARKS 

Claims numbered 96-99 have been amended to be renumbered correctly as 94-97, which 
corresponds to the numbering referred to in the office action. 

Rejections under 35 USC 1 12 second paragraph have been addressed by amendment of 
the claims. A number of typographical errors have also been addressed by amendment of the 
claims. 

Independent claims 1, 39, 43, 47, and 85 stand rejected as anticipated by Post (US Pat 
5,833,527). Post discloses a data processing system that is implemented using a number of 
predetermined rules that are applied to filtering messages received on an information stream, 
(col. 2, lines 22-36). Each of the rules preferably has the form IF <condition> THEN <action> 
(col. 5, line 40) with examples of such rules including IF source J\eld= "SMITH" THEN write 
message to "Smithfile ". (col. 5, line 45). The <condition> of a rule typically relates to a 
predetermined set of fields in the messages. That is, the rules are integral to the specification of 
the operation of the data processing system. 

Claim 1 

As amended, claim 1 requires "monitoring" of messages passing on a data stream to or 
from an application in a distributed computing system. Data associated with the first message is 
recorded in accordance with the current set of rules that are evaluated using data from the first 
message. In contrast, Post discloses a system in that involves processing message in order to 
implement the function of the system, while as recited in claim 1, messages passing on a data 
stream of the system are monitored in order to allow recording of data associated with such 
messages. That is, Post does not disclose or suggest monitoring messages passing on a data 
stream. Post's processing of messages, such as email messages, on a data stream to implements 
the functionality of the system does not constitute monitoring messages passing on the data 
stream because it is the messages that are accepted and routed or modified. 

Regarding dependent claim 3 S the office action asserts that FIG. 3, steps 314-326, in some 
way disclose ihe recited "first set of rules" and "second set of rules" and "replacing the first set 
of rules." It is not at all evident from the office action how these steps, which relate to iterative 
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processing of one rule at a time, relate to the recited limitations of the claim. If the rejection of 
claim 3 is upheld, the applicant requests that the examiner identify with specificity how the 
reference discloses the recited limitations. 
Claim 39 

hi the rejection of claim 39, the office action asserts that the recited "context engine" that 
includes "an aggregation service" are disclosed in flowchart blocks labeled: 

• <COND> TRUE? 

• ACCEPT CURRENT MESSAGE, 

• REQUEST PERFORMANCE OF ACTIONS BY INTERFACE MODULB, and 

• MORE RULES? 

and in three lines of the specification, which contain the full sentence "In step 326, filter module 
214 determines whether more rules remain in rule set 216." 

The applicant does not agree that Post discloses or suggest the recited "context engine." 
Post does not disclose any service that aggregates filtered data for an application, and more 
particularly does not disclose such a service that does so "in accordance with at least one local 
aggregation condition" as required by claim 39. 

In rejections of dependent claims of claim 39, the office action asserts mat Post discloses 
numerous elements that are not found in the cited passages or elsewhere in Post. For example 
with reference to claim 41, the office action asserts that Post discloses "a global aggregator 
garnering output summary data from each aggregation service" citing a passage that states 
"application program 21 0, interface module 220, and filter module 214 are preferably linked 
together into a single executable source program ..." The applicant is at a loss as to how this 
passage relates to the recited "global aggregator." 

Claims 43 and 89 

Claim 43 recites "a first set of one or more rules" and "a second set of one or more rules," 
and includes limitations including "said second set of rules replacing the first set of rules as the 
current set of rules." The office action relies on the sequential evaluation of rules at step 314 
"GET NEXT RULE" though step 320 in Post's FIG. 3 as providing disclosing the recited 
"replacing the first set of rules." Post does not disclose multiple sets of rules and the cited 
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iteration considering a single rule at a time does not meet the limitations of the claim. At very 
least this portion of the reference relates to a single rule, not a set of rules (plural) as recited in 
the claim. 

Numerous other limitations of the claim that the office action asserts are found in Post 
are not in fact disclosed or suggested by Post. For example, claim 43 requires "said first and 
second messages are concurrently processed," which the office action asserts are disclosed at col. 
1, lines 21-24, which discusses sequential processing of data, not overlapping processing 
lifetimes. The office action also fails to identify specifically how the reference discloses "context 
information describing a processing state" as recited in the claim. The cited passages appear 
unrelated to any sort of context information. The applicant requests that if the rejection of claim 
43 is maintained, that the examiner identify with specificity how each of the limitations are 
disclosed in the cited reference. 

Claim 89, which is generally related to claim 43, is allowable for one or more of the 
reasons set form above with reference to claim 43. 
Claim 47 

Claim 47 is directed to a computer program product "for filtering data from a data stream 
of a web services application." Related to the discussion above with reference to claim 1, Post 
does not disclose "filtering data from a data stream" and rather discloses processing a data 
stream as part of an implementation of an application. Furthermore, the application disclose in 
Post is not a 4 Veb services application" as this term is used in the specification. Furthermore, 
Post may disclose a variety of actions that can be used in an implementation of an application, 
but collecting data associated with a message in accordance with a current set of rules is not 
disclosed 
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Remaining claims 

The remaining claims are all properly dependent on one or more of the independent 
claims, and thus allowable therewith. Each of the dependent claims adds one or more farther 
limitations that enhance patentability, but those limitations are not presently relied upon. For 
that reason, and not because applicants agree with the examiner, no rebuttal is offered to the 
examiner's reasons for rejecting the dependent claims.. 

• * 

t 

Please apply the extension fee to deposit account 06-1050, referencing Attorney Docket 
No. 17542-002001. 
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J. Robin Rohlicek, JJX, Ph.D. 
Reg. No. 43,349 
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